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This document is.a compilation of the bill summaries 
prepared by this office for the Joint Standing Committees and 
Joint Select Committees of the Maine Legislature, covering the 
Second Regular Session of the 112th Legislature. The summaries 
are arranged by LO number under each committee. 

All Amendments are listed, by paper number {e.g., H-584 or 
S-222), together.with the sponsor if. it is a floor amendment or 
the designation "CA" if it is a committee amendment. If the 
amendment was adopted in the House, the letter H appears after 

. : the, -sponsor·. If_. it: was adopted. iri: the Senate, the letter S 
·appears. - ·· · '·· ··· 

Final action for each bill is listed to the right of the 
title. If final House action and Senate action differ, both 
are listed. 

Key to Committee Reports and Floor Action: 

OTP Ought to Pass 
OTP-ND Ought to Pass in New Draft 
OTP-ND-NT Ought to Pass in New Draft, New Title 
OTP-AM Ought to Pass as Amended 
ONTP Ought Not to Pass 
LVWD Leave to Withdraw 
INDEF PP Indefinitely Postponed 



LO 
2074 

LO 
2078 

Department of Corrections would have been required to 
monitor the offender to assure that treatment was 
received. The offender found guilty but suffering from 
mental disease or defect and sentenced to a term of 
imprisonment, upon commitment to the Department of 
Corrections, would have been evaluated to determine his 
need for treatment. The department would have been 
required to provide treatment psychiatrically indicated for 
the offender. 

LO 2069 was withdrawn when the concerns of its supporters 
were addressed in an amendment of other legislation 
resulting from the Insanity Defense Study Subcommittee. 

AN ACT TO REFORM HIGH-SPEED PURSUIT POLICIES 
FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL 

Sponsor: PARADIS, P., Jacques, Drinkwater, Carpenter 
Committee Report: LVWD 

LVWD 

SUMMARY: This bill proposed to deal with the dual problems 
of the dangers of high-speed motor vehicle chases by police 
officers and the need to ensure that motor vehicle 
operators obey the law and stop promptly when signaled to 
do so by police officers investigating suspected traffic 
violations or criminal offenses. The bill sought to deter 
would-be violators from trying to elude the police by 
stiffening the penalties for eluding or attempting to elude 
police officers, and by providing for the possible 
forfeiture to the State of motor vehicles. The bill also 
sought to establish a statewide, uniform high-speed pursuit 
policy that all police officers would be required to follow 
or run the risk of potential criminal liability for 
injuries or damages caused by their actions that did not 
conform to the uniform policy. 

AN ACT CONCERNING MEDICAL MALPRACTICE 
INSURANCE 

Sponsor: NELSON 
Committee Report: LVWD 

LVWD 

SUMMARY: This bill sought to require verdicts which award 
damages in medical malpractice actions to be itemized by 
specifying the applicable elements of special and general 
damages upon which the award is based and the amount 
assigned to each element, including, but not limited to, 
medical expenses, loss of earnings, impairment of earning 
ability and pain and suffering. In addition, it sought to 
limit damages which may be awarded for pain and suffering 
to $250,000. The bill also sought to require all medical 
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malpractice cases to be reviewed by the Malpractice 
Advisory Panel prior to filing an action in court. 

LD 2978 was withdrawn because medical malpractice concerns 
were dealt with in two other bills before the Judiciary 
Committee. 

LD 
2081 

LD 
2092 

AN ACT TO EXEMPT THE TOWN OF HOPE FROM 
LIABILITY FOR CERTAIN TAX-ACQUIRED PROPERTY 

Sponsor: ALLEN, Chalmers, Mayo 
Committee Report: OTP 

INDEF. PP 

SUMMARY: Through the tax-lien foreclosure process, the 
Town of Hope has acquired property owned by Union Chemical 
Company, Incorporated. This property has been used as a 
site of manufacture of chemicals and as a hazardous waste 
dump. The Department of Environmental Protection currently 
is involved in the cleanup of this dump site. Municipal 
officers of the Town of Hope, concerned by possible 
liability that may be incurred due to the nature of the 
dump and the danger of pollutants leaching into 
groundwater; sought, through LD 2081, complete immunity for 
the Town of Hope with respect to this property. 

AN ACT TO PROHIBIT THE PROMOTION AND 
WHOLESALE PROMOTION OF PORNOGRAPHIC MATERIAL 

Sponsor: Initiated bill 
Committee Report: ONTP, OTP 

ONTP 

SUMMARY: LD 2092 is an initiated bill that, since it was 
not enacted by the Legislature, will be voted on at 
referendum in June. (The June date was established by order 
of the Legislature.) 

LD 2092 is similar to the Portland obscenity ordinance, 
held constitutional by the Maine Supreme Judicial Court in 
City of Portland v. Jacobsky, 496 A.2d 646 (1985). That 
case focused on whether the definition of obscenity 
contained in the ordinance, and similar to that in the 
bill, was constitutional. 

LD 2092 seeks to prevent the making, selling, g1v1ng for 
value, or other promotion of obscene material. A primary 
difference between the Portland ordinance and LD 2092 is 
that the bill applies criminal penalties for: 

1. Promoting, or possessing with intent to promote, 
obscene material or an obscene device (Class D crime); 
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